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1. Claims 1-8, 10, 11 and 13-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite volatilizing the uncured monomer "in the 
unexposed area by diffusing some uncured monomer from the unexposed area 
towards the exposed area" and claim 16 has been amended similarly. However, there 
does not appear to be support for the aspect of "volatilizing ... .by diffusing" as now set 
forth in claims 1 and 16. Applicant does have support for volatilizing to form the 
waveguide, wherein the uncured monomer can diffuse into the exposed area. However, 
this diffusion is not necessarily linked to the volatilizing as is now apparently claimed. 
Applicant needs to provide direct support for this or explain how the amended language 
is not new matter. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-8, 10, 11 and 13-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over either of Suzuki et al or Chandross et al in view of Nishimura et al 
(see col. 61, lines 41-42). 

The rejection over Suzuki et al or Chandross et al has been reinstated, and these 
references are applied basically for reasons of record as set forth in the June 10, 2005 
action. Namely, the references appear to disclose the basic claimed method lacking at 
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best the aspect that the unexposed portion consists of the core portion and a diffusion 
source region. Applicant had argued that these references do not appear to teach a 
sufficient amount of monomer such that a diffusion source region or index contrast 
region would be formed. However, Applicant is referred to Figures 2C and 2D of 
Chandross et al, which clearly shows that the monomer is diffused from the unexposed 
area to the exposed area during the irradiation. This is submitted to be true since the 
overall layer 22 initially has a uniform concentration of the monomer. Upon irradiation, a 
concentration gradient exists with the concentration being much higher at the exposed 
(ie, raised) area, a little less at the adjacent areas (which would constitute the diffusion 
source and index contrast regions) and less still in the unexposed areas. It is clear that 
a diffusion of the polymerizable monomer has occurred. Suzuki et al is applied to teach 
basically the same process. Both primary references heat the film to volatilize uncured 
monomer, and the processes taught therein would be inclusive of the original recitations 
of volatilizing the uncured monomer and forming the waveguide. Again, applicant does 
not appear to have support for any more than this. The aspect lacking in either primary 
reference is that the unexposed area would include the core and a diffusion source 
region. Nishimura et al is applied for reasons of record to teach this. The region 
directly adjacent to the unexposed area that is the core would become the diffusion 
source region and the index contrast region ion the combination as applied. Again, it is 
clear that a diffusion of the monomer is occurring during the irradiation of the exposed 
portion in the primary references, and this diffusion would in fact form the instant 
diffusion source region and index contrast region. If not, applicant is requested to point 



Application/Control Number: 10/628,181 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1732 

out exactly what differentiates the instant diffusion source and index contrast regions 
from that shown in either primary reference. Either of the primary references generally 
teaches the instant polymer binders and polymerizable monomers. 

3.Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In view of the amendment and upon reconsideration, a new rejection has been made 
which combines art already of record. Applicant comments concerning Suzuki et al and 
Chandross et al (ie, after the June 10, 2005 rejection) were revisited and found to be not 
persuasive of error in the application of these references. Indeed, if applicant persists in 
the previous line of argument, it should be clearly pointed out why the references do not 
meet the claims. It is noted that the instant terms — ie, diffusion source and index 
contrast- cannot be found in the primary references. However, this does not mean that 
the processes disclosed in these references are not in fact the basic instant process. 
Applicant needs to do more than state that the references do not appear to teach these 
regions, when in fact they do appear to be taught. Also, the new matter needs to be 
addressed. Again, it is not at all clear from the original disclosure that the volatilizing 
produces the diffusion, but merely that the monomers are diffused. This diffusion would 
just as likely have been caused by the irradiation and not the heating. 

4.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
1211. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



M. Vargot 
March 12,2007 
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